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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Underlying Patterns of Inequity  
With this report, the Office of Planning and Community Development (OPCD) is launching the 
Equitable Development Monitoring Program (EDMP) to measure and acceleratŜ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ 
toward becoming a more equitable city. 

This report analyses and provides data on underlying patterns of inequity disproportionately 
impacting Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC) communities. The primary statistics 
presented pre-date both the COVID-19 pandemic and the murder of George Floyd, which have 
laid bare the brutal effects of systemic racism.  

The inequities we detail in this report include disproportionately high rates of poverty and 
housing cost burdens, greater disconnection from school and work, limited mobility options and 
greater need to take long trips by transit, greater exposure to pollution, and lower access to well-
performing neighborhood schools. These conditions make it difficult for people of color to thrive 
even during economic booms.  

Now, these and other inequities are placing people of color at greater risks of social and economic 
impacts associated with the pandemic; and related inequities are contributing to the 
disproportionate rate at which people of color are falling sick and dying from COVID-19.  

Detailed knowledge of these kinds of inequities by race and neighborhood is especially critical 
today as the City supports BIPOC communities to reduce harm from the pandemic and identifies 
how to address the concerns of the Black Lives Matter movement.  

Monitoring the Community Indicators of Equitable Development will help us gauge progress and 
navigate a path to a more inclusive and equitable future. 

Background  

Purpose  

!ǎ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛve Plan and Equitable Development Implementation Plan, 
the EDMP is monitoring community-driven indicators with three broad aims: 

¶ to provide City leaders with data to help center the needs of Black, Indigenous, and people of 
color (BIPOC) communities in policy, planning, and investment decisions, 

¶ to supply the public with objective information on how we are doing on our equitable 
development goals, and  

¶ to furnish community stakeholders and organizations with data they can use in their work to 
advance equity.  
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Figure 1 

Community Indicators and Analysis in this Report  

This report provides baseline findings on the community indicators we are tracking in the 
Equitable Development Monitoring Program. 

We conducted extensive community engagement with BIPOC and low-income communities to 
enable us to select indicators reflecting things that these marginalized communities regard as 
especially important. As shown below, we selected twenty-one community indicators of equitable 
development spanning four broad themesτHome, Community, Transportation, and Education & 
Economic Opportunity. 

HOME 

¶ Homeownership 

¶ Housing cost burdens 

¶ Affordability and availability of 
rental housing 

¶ Family-size rental housing 

¶ Rent- and income-restricted housing 

COMMUNITY 

¶ Proximity to community centers  

¶ Access to public libraries 

¶ Proximity to grocery stores  

¶ Access to parks and open space (to 
be included in next report) 

¶ Air pollution exposure risk 

TRANSPORTATION 

¶ Sidewalk coverage 

¶ Access to frequent transit with night 
and weekend service 

¶ Jobs accessible by transit 

¶ Average commute time 

EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC 
OPPORTUNITY 

¶ Performance of neighborhood 
elementary schools  

¶ Unemployment 

¶ Disconnected youth 

¶ Educational attainment 

¶ Poverty and near-poverty 

¶ Full-time workers in or near poverty 

¶ Business ownership

 
For each indicator, we look at how the city as 
a whole is doing. Then we break out the data 
by race and ethnicity, neighborhood, or both. 
This includes a special focus on how Race and 
Social Equity (RSE) priority areasτ
neighborhoods where marginalized 
populations are a relatively large share of 
residentsτare faring on the indicators 
relative to other neighborhoods and the city 
as a whole. (The RSE Index is pictured at right. 
The RSE priority areas referenced in this 
report are comprised of census tracts with the 
two highest levels of disadvantage and 
priority.)  
 
 
  

Analysis of the community indicators places a 
special focus on Racial and  
Social Equity (RSE)  
Index priority Areas,  
shown here in brown  
and maroon. 

 

This index  
combines data  
on race, ethnicity,  
and related  
demographics  
with data on  
socioeconomic and  
health disadvantages  
to identify neighborhoods  
with marginalized populations. 
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Reporting on Displacement Risk Indicators  

The new Equitable Development Monitoring Program also includes reporting on indicators of 
heightened displacement risk. Building on displacement risk mapping for the Seattle 2035 
Comprehensive Plan, these new metrics are intended to provide a deeper understanding of how 
displacement pressures are currently affecting households, businesses, and cultural institutions. 

Emphasis on Community Engagement  

Community engagement has been critical in informing the design of the monitoring program and 
the selection of the indicators. This process included working with the Equitable Development 
Interim Advisory Board and the Seattle Planning Commission, facilitating workshops with leaders 
in BIPOC communities, and conducting interviews and focus groups with residents. We also 
consulted more than a dozen reports, action plans, and Racial Equity Toolkits to obtain additional 
insights into community concerns. 

The EDMP will continue to emphasize community engagement. This will include requesting 
additional feedback from stakeholders upon release of this report to identify how we can improve 
the indicators and make ongoing reporting as useful as possible. OPCD will also explore ways to 
complement data from traditional sources with community-based participatory research, 
recognizing that people most impacted by displacement and low access to opportunity know their 
own communities best. 

Community Indicator Findings  
Here we present a summary of our baseline findings on the community indicators of equitable 
development. These findings, grouped under the four indicator themes (Home, Community, 
Transportation, Education and Economic Opportunity), are intended to provide key insights that 
the City and community-based organizations can use to reduce disparities, and to provide a 
foundation for ongoing monitoring to drive further progress. 

HOME 

Households of color are less likely to own their own home.  

¶ About one third of SeaǘǘƭŜΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜholds of color own their home compared to roughly half of 
ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ²ƘƛǘŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΦ  

¶ Homeownership is uncommon among low-income households. Even among low-income 
households, there are racial and ethnic disparities in homeownership. 

¶ While Race and Social Equity Index (RSE) priority areas generally have low rates of 
homeownership, there is a relatively large number of low-income homeowners in southeast 
Seattle. 

Households of color are more likely to be housing cost burdened.  

¶ In Seattle, roughly half of Native American, Black, and Pacific Islander households are housing 
cost burdened, meaning they spend more than 30 percent of their income on housing. In 
comparison, roughly one-third of White households are cost burdened.  

¶ More than a quarter of Black households are severely housing cost burdened, meaning they 
spend more than fifty percent of their income on housing. 

¶ Households in RSE priority areas are more likely than other households in the city to be housing 
cost burdened. 
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There are significant shortages of rental housing affordable and available to low-

income households, even with  more than 33,000 rent- and income -restricted housing 

units in Seattle.  

{ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǊŜƴǘŀƭ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ōƻǘƘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ-rate rentals and more than 33,000 rent-
and income-restricted units dedicated to income-eligible households. Analysis of the overall 
rental stock in Seattle finds that:  

¶ There is a  shortage of rental housing affordable and available at all low-income levels including 
30% of Area Median Income (AMI), 50% of AMI, and 80% of AMI.  

¶ The shortage is especially severe for households with extremely low incomes: there are only 32 
rental units affordable and available at 30% of AMI for every 100 renter households with 
incomes at or below 30% of AMI. 

This analysis adjusts for the fact that some rentals affordable at each level are occupied by 
households with higher incomes but still understates shortages and does not account for the 
housing needed by over 8,000 people experiencing homelessness in Seattle.  

Family-size rental housing is scarce.  

¶ ¢ƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ǎƭƛƳ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƻŦ Ƴǳƭǘƛ-bedroom rentals disproportionately impacts households of color, 
including immigrant and refugee households, who tend to be larger than White households.  

¶ Only seven percent of rentals (rent- and income-restricted units and market-rate rental units 
combined) are three-plus bedroom units affordable with a low-income, presenting particular 
challenges for larger families. 

While scarce overall, rentals affordable to low -income households are more pre valent in 

most RSE priority areas than elsewhere in the city.   

¶ In general, the share of rentals affordable to low income households is greater in RSE priority 
areas than in the city as a whole. 

¶ However, several neighborhoods including the Central Area, have a relatively low share of 
affordable units, making it increasingly hard for historical communities to remain. Market-rate 
units that are still affordable in these and other neighborhoods are at risk, threatening further 
displacement due to market and economic pressures. 

 

COMMUNITY 

Broadly speaking, RSE priority areas are doing slightly better than the city as a whole in 

having City -operated community centers and libraries near peopleõs homes.  

¶ Virtually all homes in the city, including those in RSE priority areas, are within two miles of a 
City-operated community center; the same is true with respect to public libraries.  

¶ Fifty-five percent of homes in Seattle are within one mile of a community center; 64 percent 
are this close to a library. Percentages are slightly higher for RSE priority areas. 

¶ Sixteen percent of homes in Seattle are within a half-mile (walking distance) of a community 
center and 23 percent are this close to a public library. Percentages are a bit higher for RSE 
priority areas.  
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¶ However, factors related to programmingτincluding hours, affordability, and cultural 
relevanceτmay nevertheless fall short in meeting the needs of marginalized communities. This 
is especially important considering that residents of color use {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ community centers at 
higher rates than do White residents: a 2014 survey found that 18 percent of respondents of 
color compared to 8 percent of White respondents visited a community center on a weekly 
basis. 

Households in RSE priority areas are as likely as those in the city as a whole to have a 

grocery store nearby that sells fresh fruits and vegetables, but gaps in access and 

cultural relevance remain.  

¶ Roughly six in ten homes in the cityτincluding in RSE priority areasτare within half a mile of 
such a grocery store.  

¶ However, some neighborhoods in RSE priority areas, including South Park, Riverview, High 
Point, and most of Highland Park, lack a grocery store.  

¶ Populations in RSE priority areas also tend to have lower incomes and fewer transportation 
options, which can limit access. They may also have to travel long distances to get to stores 
with culturally relevant foods. 

Households in RSE priority areas face disproportionately high risks of exposure to air 

pollution.  

¶ Air pollution exposure risks in Seattle are highest for neighborhoods bordering industrial 
districts and major freight routes; RSE priority areas are more commonly near these sources.  

¶ Households in RSE priority areas are twice as likely as households in the city as a whole to live 
near a major point-source of air pollution. 

Future monitoring will include indicators on Parks & Open Space.  

¶ While this topic is not included in this first report, OPCD is working with Seattle Parks & 
Recreation to develop a new measure of access to parks and open space that will be included in 
future reports. 

TRANSPORTATION  

Low-income households and households of color are less likely than others to own a car. This 
makes it especially important for these households and their neighborhoods to have access to 
good pedestrian connections and a variety of mobility options including high-quality transit 
service. 

Sixty-eight percent of roads in RSE priority areas have sidewalks, which is somewhat 

lower than the proportion in the city as a whole.  

¶ Based on the criteria for this indicator (sidewalks on both sides of the road for arterials and one 
side for other roads), 68 percent of roads in RSE priority areas have sidewalk coverage, 
compared with 76 percent of roads in Seattle overall. 

¶ Neighborhoods north of 85th street, including several neighborhoods in RSE priority areas, have 
sparse sidewalk coverage. 
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More than 75 percent of homes in Seattle are near at least one frequent transit route 

that runs nights and weekends as well as weekdays; however, some neighborhoods in 

RSE priority areas lack such access.  

Based on 2019 transit schedules: 

¶ Most homes in Seattleτ76 percent in Seattle as a whole and 80 
percent in RSE priority areasτhave access to at least one frequent 
transit route that runs nights and weekends as well as weekdays.  

¶ However, substantial parts of some RSE priority neighborhoods in 
north and south Seattle lack access to one or more of these transit 
routes. 

Residents of Seattle have relatively high access by transit to jobs 

via transit, but displacement is a threat.  

¶ Residents throughout the city, including residents of RSE priority areas, have relatively good 
transit access to jobs. This is particularly true for people living in or close to downtown.  

¶ Regional data show that displacement of communities of color to areas outside of Seattle 
threatens to greatly decrease the number of jobs that are accessible to them by transit.  

Seattleites of color have longer commutes to work than their White counterparts.  

¶ Black people have the longest average commute time to work while Whites have the shortest.  

¶ ²ƻǊƪŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ƭƛǾŜ ƴŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǎƘƻǊǘ ŎƻƳƳǳǘŜǎΦ  

EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

The Washington Schools Improvement Framework (WSIF), an index of school 

performance, shows large disparities among Seattleõs elementary school s by 

race/ethnicity, income, and neighborhood.  

The WSIF index, produced by state Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, includes 
measures of student growth and engagement in addition to student test scores. 

¶ WSIF scores for neighborhood elementary schools in Seattle indicate better outcomes for 
White and Asian students than for Black, Hispanic/Latino, low-income, and English-language-
learner (ELL) students.  

¶ While high-scoring elementary schools are in many parts of Seattle; most of the lower-scoring 
neighborhood elementary schools are in RSE priority areas. 

Adults in Seattle are more highly educated than adults in other large cities .  However, in 

Seattle and the nation as a whole, people of color are less likely than Whites to h ave a 

bachelorõs degree.  

¶ As of 2018, 65 percent of Seattleites age 25 and older and 54 percent of Seattleites of color in 
ǘƘƛǎ ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ōŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜτ the highest rates among the 50 largest cities in the 
U.S. 

¶ wŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ōŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ŀǘǘŀƛƴƳent among Seattleites are much lower for Blacks, Native 
Americans, Pacific Islanders, Southeast Asians, and Hispanic/Latino persons than for Whites. 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ōŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƛǎ ƭƻǿŜǊ ƛƴ w{9 ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ŀǊŜas than in Seattle as a 
whole.  

Findings reported on community 
indicators related to transit reflect 
service levels in effect before the 
arrival of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Transit service levels in 2020 have been 
significantly impacted by the pandemic. 
 

The pandemic has also reduced the 
supply of jobs in Seattle and the broader 
region. 
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Living in or near -poverty, even when working full -time, is more 

common for people of color than for Whites. Unemployment 

rates are also higher for people of color.  

¶ The most detailed estimates by race and ethnicity come from data 
collected between 2011 and 2015, when Seattle was recovering from 
the Great Recession.  

o Roughly 40 percent of people of color, including more than half of 
Blacks and Native Americans had incomes below 200% of poverty; 
in comparison, 18 percent of Whites had incomes this low. 

o About 14 percent of the people of color working full-time were 
living at or below 200% of poverty, three times the rate among 
their White counterparts. 

o The unemployment rate among people of color was roughly one 
and a half times that of Whites.  

¶ Most RSE priority areas have disproportionately high rates of people 
living below 200% of poverty. 

Large racial and ethnic disparities exist in rates of youth 

disconnect ion from school and work.  

¶ In Seattle, the rate of disconnection among Black youth is three times 
as high as the rate is for White youth. The rate among 
Hispanic/Latino youth is twice that of Whites. 

¶ Data for our region also indicates that Native American, Pacific 
Islander, and Southeast Asian youth have disproportionately high 
rates of disconnection from school and work. 

People of color own a disproportionately low share of 

businesses in Seattle. 

¶ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƻǊ ƳŀƪŜ ǳǇ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀ ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ŀŘǳƭǘ 
population, they own less than a quarter of the firms here.  

¶ The deepest disparities are in the ownership of firms with employees. While Blacks are roughly 
т ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ŀŘǳƭǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƻǿƴ Ƨǳǎǘ мΦр ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŦƛǊƳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎΦ 

  

The COVID-19 pandemic: compounded 
harm built on underlying inequities 

As we release this report, the new 
coronavirus is taking lives and the 
actions required to stem its spread are 
ǇǊƻŦƻǳƴŘƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 
wellbeing. Those most affected by the 
pandemic are the people already 
burdened by the systemic racism we see 
reflected in findings for many of the 
community indicators in this report. 

King County health officials report that 
the age-adjusted prevalence of COVID-
19 disease among Hispanic/Latinx, 
Black, and Pacific Islander populations is 
three or more times that among Whites.  

Data on new unemployment claims 
show people of colorτespecially Blacks, 
Native Americans, and Pacific 
Islandersτlosing their jobs at far higher 
rates than Whites.  

Stark disparities are also being found by 
a new household survey measuring 
impacts of the pandemic. Among the 
findings for the Seattle area: only four in 
ten Black rentersτcompared to nine in 
ten White rentersτwere able to make 
their June rent payment.  

Sources: Public HealthτSeattle & King 
County COVID-19 data dashboards and 
U.S. Census Bureau Household Pulse 
Survey. 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/health/covid-19/data.aspx
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/household-pulse-survey/data.html
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/household-pulse-survey/data.html
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Additional Analysis and Ongoing Monitoring  
The full Equitable Development Community Indicators Report, also ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻƴ ht/5Ωǎ 
monitoring website, provides much more information on each of these indicators. Charts and 
maps illustrate each data point and make clear connections between each aspect of equitable 
development and evident gaps across neighborhoods and racial groups within Seattle. 
Accompanying narrative provides context, grounded in what we heard from community 
stakeholders.  

Reporting on the Heightened Displacement Risk Indicators in a dashboard format is being 
launched ƻƴ ht/5Ωǎ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ at the same time Community Indicators Report is 
released.  

As an ongoing project coordinated by OPCD, the Equitable Development Monitoring Program will 
continue to update data over time to provide relevant and timely data to City and community 
stakeholders. This may include the addition of new sources of data and may also encompass 
community-based research.  

Questions and requests for more information may be directed to Diana Canzoneri, Demographer 
& Strategic Advisor, Office of Planning & Community Development, diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov.  

https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/communityindicatorsreport2020.pdf
https://population-and-demographics-seattlecitygis.hub.arcgis.com/pages/indicator-projects
mailto:diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov
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INTRODUCTION AND METHODS 
Direction for Creating the Monitoring Program  

The broad inspiration for the Equitable Development Monitoring Program (EDMP) is the Race and 
Social Justice Initiative όw{WLύΣ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ /ƛǘȅǿƛŘŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ǘƻ ŜƴŘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǊŀŎƛǎƳ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 
work and to help eliminate race-based disparities in the broader community.  

The initial direction for creating the EDMP came in 2015 with the adoption of Resolution 31577. 
With this resolution, the City Council and the Mayor called for stronger integration of racial and 
ǎƻŎƛŀƭ Ŝǉǳƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ tƭŀƴΣ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ нл-year policy framework for how the city 
should grow and develop. To guide the implementation and further evolution of policies on race 
and social equity, the resolution called for quantitative indicators to be created and monitored.  

In response, the Seattle 2035 update of the Comprehensive Plan 
incorporates new goals and policies to better advance race and social 
equity. The updated Comprehensive Plan also includes a commitment 
to ongoing monitoring to help us better understand how well the Plan 
is doing in making the city a more equitable place.  

¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ Equitable Development Implementation Plan identifies 
monitoring as one of several systemic actions the City is undertaking to 
advance equitable development and outlines key guidance for carrying 
out the EDMP.1   

The Implementation Plan created an Equitable Development 
Framework for translating policies into action. Like other efforts guided 
by the Implementation Plan, the EDMP is built on this framework. The 
framework integrates people and place with two interrelated goalsτ
one focused on supporting strong communities and people, and one 
aiming to create great neighborhoods with equitable access.  

The framework also embraces six Equity Drivers to describe and guide 
ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΩǎ Ŝǉǳƛǘȅ Ǝƻŀƭs:  

D1)  Advance economic mobility and opportunity.  

D2) Prevent residential, commercial, and cultural displacement.  

D3) Build on local cultural assets.  

D4) Promote transportation mobility and connectivity.  

D5) Develop healthy and safe neighborhoods.  

D6) Enable equitable access to all neighborhoods.  

  

Definitions established in Resolution 
31577:  

Race and Social Equity: when all 
marginalized people can attain those 
resources, opportunities, and outcomes 
that improve their quality of life and 
enable them to reach their full 
potential. The city has a collective 
responsibility to address the history of 
inequities in existing systems and their 
ongoing impacts in Seattle communities, 
leveraging collective resources to create 
communities of opportunity for 
everyone, regardless of race or means.  

Equitable Development: public and 
private investments, programs, and 
policies in neighborhoods to meet the 
needs of marginalized people and 
reduce disparities, taking into account 
past history and current conditions, so 
that quality of life outcomes such as 
access to quality education, living wage 
employment, healthy environment, 
affordable housing and transportation, 
are equitably distributed for the people 
currently living and working there, as 
well as for new people moving in. 

Marginalized People: persons and 
communities of color, immigrants, and 
refugees, those experiencing poverty, 
and people living with disabilities.  

https://www.seattle.gov/rsji
https://www.seattle.gov/rsji
http://clerk.seattle.gov/search/resolutions/31577
https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing-initiatives/comprehensive-plan
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/EquitableDevelopmentInitiative/EDIImpPlan042916final.pdf
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Outline of the Monitoring Program  

Scope and Purpose  

As outlined in the Equitable Development Implementation Plan, OPCD is coordinating the EDMP. 
The monitoring program encompasses two sets of indicators: 

¶ Community Indicators of Equitable Developmentτcommunity indicators to gauge progress 
over time in achieving equitable development outcomesτwhich are the focus of this report 

¶ Indicators of Heightened Displacement Riskτspecialized metrics to enhance our understanding 
of displacement and detect heightened displacement risksτwhich are also being launched 
alongside the community indicators report 

The EDMP is designed as an ongoing program to provide essential information to the public and 
aid City leaders in making policy, planning, and investment decisions to advance equitable 
development and address displacement.  

¶ aŀȅƻǊ 5ǳǊƪŀƴΩǎ Executive Order 2019-02 on Actions to Increase Affordability and Address 
Residential Displacement names the EDMP as a source of data to help guide work by City 
departments on these fronts. 

¶ Based on guidance outlined for the EDMP, the Equitable Development Interim Advisory Board 
and the Seattle Planning Commission have special roles in the EDMP 
and will be using the monitoring findings to make recommendations 
to City officials and departments.  

Furthermore, the EDMP is intended to provide community-based 
organizations with a resource they can use to target their own 
programs, demonstrate need, and advocate for action. 

Indicator Criteria  

The Equitable Development Implementation Plan outlined criteria for selecting the EDMP 
indicators. To be selected as a community indicator, a measure needed to be:  

1. Useful in gauging progress toward: 

o Equity-related policy direction in the Comprehensive Plan, and 

o the Equitable Development Framework and associated Equity Drivers in the Equitable 
Development Implementation Plan 

2. Actionable, that is, able to provide information that the City can use to shape or adjust 
policies, strategies, or investments to promote race and social equity and advance equitable 
development  

3. Important and meaningful to marginalized people, including low-income persons and 

communities of color  

4. Measurable with readily available data (for indicators in the baseline report) and consistent 

with best practices for designing community indicators 

The Process for Selecting Community Indicators  

Selecting community indicators for the launch of the monitoring program was a collaborative, 
multistep process. We cast a wide net to identify potential indicators, then used the criteria above 
to prioritize indicators for selection. From the beginning, the process incorporated substantial 
research, consultation with colleagues, and community engagement. More specifically, this 
process included the following: 

άaƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ 
accountability and making meaningful 
and sustained progress on equitable 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦέ 

τCity of Seattle Equitable Development 
Implementation Plan, 2016 

https://durkan.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2019/02/2019-02-20-Executive-Order-2019-02-Affordability-and-Anti-displacement.pdf
https://durkan.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2019/02/2019-02-20-Executive-Order-2019-02-Affordability-and-Anti-displacement.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing-initiatives/equitable-development-initiative
http://www.seattle.gov/planningcommission/about-us
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¶ Research by OPCD staff including inventorying topics covered in other local, regional, and 
nationwide indicator efforts focused on equity, opportunity, and livability; as well as consulting 
research findings on related topics. 

¶ Consultation with colleagues across City departments; regional and county entities including 
the Puget Sound Regional Council; and Public HealthτSeattle & King County; Seattle Public 
Schools; and university researchers. 

¶ Community engagement, which included working closely with the Equitable Development 
Interim Advisory Board and the Seattle Planning Commission and engaging with community 
leaders and residents to ensure that we are measuring aspects of economic development and 
livability that the marginalized communities care about most. More information on the 
integration of community engagement in the EDMP is provided below.  

Community engagement 

As envisioned in Resolution 31577 and the Equitable Development Implementation Plan 
community engagement has been, and will continue to be an integral part of the EDMP  

Involvement of community leaders and practitionersτThe Equitable Development Interim 
Advisory Board and the Seattle Planning Commission have special roles in the EDMP. OPCD 
worked with these bodies over the course of many months to generate initial ideas on topics to 
measure and help us refine the indicators.  

We also obtained advice for shaping the EDMP through workshops with community practitioners 
and volunteers. This included a workshop engaging representatives of the EDI Advisory Board, 
Planning Commission, and thirteen additional City boards and commissions involved in race and 
social equity issues, and a workshop at the 2018 EDI Community Convening. 

Direct engagement with community residentsτIn engaging directly with residents, we 
prioritized talking with persons of color, immigrants and refugees, low-income persons, and 
people in neighborhoods experiencing displacement. This included interviewing people at 
community festivals, and hosting neighborhood focus groups. The Department of Neighborhoods 
and its Community Liaison program were instrumental in providing background on community 
concerns, arranging engagement opportunities, and providing translation and interpretation.  

Consultation of previous reportsτWe consulted more than one dozen reports, action plans, and 
Racial Equity Toolkits featuring community insights on related issues.  

Ongoing community engagementτWe will continue to emphasize community engagement in 
the EDMP. This will include gathering feedback to improve indicators for ongoing tracking as well 
as seeking input to shape the way we report on the indicators in the future.  

The indicators in this first report rely on readily available data from traditional data sources. For a 
more complete picture, we will explore how EDMP could more fully integrate marginalized 
ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘŀppingτ
and providing resources forτcommunity based-data collection was one of the most common 
themes from the input that community leaders and practitioners provided.  

Community Engagement AppendixτAppendix A provides more specifics on the community 
engagement we conducted, the questions we asked, and the messages we heard. It also describes 
how we integrated RSJI Racial Equity Toolkit principles into the design of the monitoring program.  

http://www.seattle.gov/neighborhoods/community-liaisons
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The Community Indicators of Equitable Development 

Selected for Monito ring 

Twenty-One Community Indicators; Four Themes 

We selected twenty-one community indicators topics for monitoring and grouped them into four 
broad themes: Home, Community, Transportation, and Education and Economic Opportunity. 

HOME 

¶ Homeownership 

¶ Housing cost burdens 

¶ Affordability and availability of rental 
housing 

¶ Family-size rental housing 

¶ Rent- and income-restricted housing 

COMMUNITY 

¶ Proximity to community centers  

¶ Access to public libraries 

¶ Proximity to grocery stores  

¶ Access to parks and open space (to 
be included in next report) 

¶ Air pollution exposure risk 

TRANSPORTATION 

¶ Sidewalk coverage 

¶ Access to frequent transit with night 
and weekend service 

¶ Jobs accessible by transit 

¶ Average commute time 

EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC 
OPPORTUNITY 

¶ Performance of neighborhood 
elementary schools  

¶ Unemployment 

¶ Disconnected youth 

¶ Educational attainment 

¶ Poverty and near-poverty 

¶ Full-time workers in or near poverty 

¶ Business ownership 

Two Types of Community Indicators 

Some of these indicators provide direct information on how people are 
doing, while others measure aspects of places ǘƘŀǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ 
quality of life and access to opportunity. Examples of the former are 
housing cost burdens and educational attainment; examples of the 
latter are proximity of grocery stores to homes, and the number of jobs 
accessible by transit. Some indicators play both of these roles. For 
example, while poverty status is a direct indicator of how a person is 
doing, research also shows that living in an area with a high 
concentration of poverty can influence individual outcomes and 
compound difficulties associated with being poor.2  

Together, these indicators give us insights into how well Seattle is doing 
ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 9ǉǳƛǘŀōƭŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΩǎ Řǳŀƭ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ƻŦ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ 
strong communities and people and creating great places with 
equitable access. 

  

άThe Equitable Development 
Framework presents an integrated 
fabric of ideas, each of which addresses 
ƻƴŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 
vision for an equitable future. Achieved 
together, we believe it has the potential 
to make the transformative systems 
change needed to shift from the current 
trajectory of unwieldy economic growth 
that marginalizes far too many and 
compromises the diversity that makes 
Seattle an attractive place to live, work, 
and pƭŀȅΦέ 

τEquitable Development 
Implementation Plan 
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Relationship of the Community Indicators and the Equity Drivers 

Table 1 illustrates how each of the four community indicator themes relates to the Equity Drivers 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 9ǉǳƛǘŀōƭŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ Framework. 

As the Framework emphasizes, the drivers are not intended to be viewed independently; but as 
inter-related and mutually reinforcing actions that need to be coordinated to produce lasting 
change. Likewise, viewing the community indicators in relationship to one another provides the 
greatest insights into the patterns that need to shift to achieve transformative systems change.  

Table 1 

Some Key Interrelationships Between Community Indicator Themes and Equitable Development Drivers 

  
Community Indicator Themes 

 
Home Community  Transportation Education and 

Economic 
Opportunity  

E
q
u
ita

b
le

 D
e
ve

lo
p
m

e
n
t 
D

ri
ve

rs 

D1 Advance economic mobility  
and opportunity.  
Promote economic opportunities for marginalized 
populations and enhance community cultural anchors. 
Provide access to quality education, training, and 
living-wage career path jobs. 

  

P 

  

P 
 

D2 Prevent residential, commercial, and cultural 
displacement.  
Enact policies and programs that allow marginalized 
populations, businesses, and community organizations 
to stay in their neighborhoods. 

P P 

  

P 
 

D3 Build on local cultural assets.  
Respect local community character, cultural diversity, 
and values. Preserve and strengthen cultural 
communities and build the capacity of their leaders, 
organizations, and coalitions to have greater self-
determination.  

  

P 

 

P 

D4 Promote transportation mobility and 
connectivity.  
Prioritize investment in effective and affordable 
transportation that supports transit-dependent 
communities. 

  

P P 

   

D5 Develop healthy and safe  
neighborhoods.  
Create neighborhoods that enhance community 
health through access to public amenities, healthy, 
affordable, and culturally relevant food, and safe 
environments for everyone. 

  

P P 
   

D6 Enable equitable access to all 
neighborhoods.  
Leverage private developments to fill gaps in 
amenities, expand the supply and variety of housing 
and employment choices, and create equitable access 
to neighborhoods with high access to opportunity.   

P P P P  
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The Analysis in This Report 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ōŀǎŜƭƛƴŜ Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 95atΩǎ 
Community Indicators of Equitable Development.  

The Information and Analysis We Include for Each 

Community Indicator 

For each indicator we: 

¶ Summarize key findings. 

¶ Describe why the indicator is important, that is, how the outcomes 
ƻǊ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 
well-being and impact opportunities available to them. 

¶ Identify how the city as a whole is doing. 

¶ Dive deeper into the data to assess equity and identify disparities. 
Specifically, we: 

o Examine racial and ethnic disparities (for each of the indicators for 
which demographic data are available).  

o Analyze differences by neighborhood (for indicators with readily 
available and reliable estimates at this geographic level).  

¶ Describe how we measure the indicator. We provide a brief 
description of the data sources and methods used to measure the 
indicator. 

¶ Identify additional considerations for interpreting indicator findings. 
This includes noting important equity-related aspects that are closely 
related to, but not captured by, the indicator itself.  

How we analyze disparities between population groups  

In assessing disparities, the EDMP focuses primarily on disparities 
between racial/ethnic groups.  

We look at how people of color as a broad group are faring relative to 
Whites or to the city as a whole.  

We also present detailed comparisons to see how individual groups of color are doing. As data 
allow, we report estimates for seven standard categories: White, Black, Native American, Asian, 
Pacific Islander, Multiracial, and Hispanic or Latino.3  

Outcomes for a given racial/ethnic group often mask disparities within that group. (For example, 
among Asians, outcomes here tend to be less favorable for southeast Asian populations than for 
Asian Indian populations.) As feasible, we provide examples of disparities between subgroups and 
note sources that readers can consult for more comprehensive analysis. A key source, which we 
used extensively, is the National Equity Atlas produced by PolicyLink and the USC Program for 
Environmental and Regional Equity (PERE).  

For some indicators, we also drill down to see how low-income individuals or households are doing. 
(Low-income groups are sometimes defined differently vary depending on the data source.) 

While findings in this report pre-date 
the COVID-19 pandemic, we can use 
insights from these findings to inform 
actions to mitigate some of the impact 
from the current crisis and plan a 
recovery that creates a more equitable 
future. 

The data in this report pre-date the 
arrival of the COVID-19 pandemic. As 
such, the findings reflect times when 
the economyτwhile far from 
equitableτwas regarded as strong, with 
{ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ōŜƛƴƎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
hottest in the nation. 

As we complete this report, the 
pandemic has plunged our economy 
into a state more dire than most 
Americans alive today have seen. The 
toll in lives and livelihoods is laying bare 
and intensifying inequities between 
marginalized and privileged populations.  

While the statistics in the report are 
from different times, the patterns of 
disparity they show tell us much about 
the underlying landscape of inequity in 
Seattle. As such, these findings will help 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ 
marginalized communities to respond to 
the COVID-19 crisis.  

This report provides a baseline for 
gauging our progress as we work to 
build a more equitable Seattle. 

https://nationalequityatlas.org/
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How we analyze community indicators across neighborhoods 

One of the ways to identify if people are benefiting equitably as 
development occurs is to compare how different neighborhoods are 
doing. 

In the EDMP, we do this by mapping key data for the indicators, looking 
at neighborhoods where marginalized persons make up a substantial 
share of the population, and evaluating how these neighborhoods are 
faring relative to other Seattle neighborhoods.  

Findings for the community indicators are calculated at the census 
tract-level. This provides a common geographic frame for analysis 
across the indicators. (Moreover, use of tract-level data was necessary 
for many indicators because estimates are unavailable or too unreliable 
at smaller levels of geography.)  

Many of the community indicator maps (e.g., those on housing cost 
burden and average commute times) use shades of blue to identify the 
range of values into which the estimate for each tract fits. We typically 
display these ranges in five categories, noting the estimate for Seattle 
as a whole alongside the legend to make it easier to discern how neighborhoods are doing in 
comparison with the city as a whole.  

The Race and Social Equity (RSE) Index. hǳǊ Ƴŀƛƴ ǘƻƻƭ ŦƻǊ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 
RSE Index. This index combines data on race, ethnicity, and related demographics with data on 
socioeconomic and health disadvantages to identify where marginalized populations make up 
relatively large proportions of neighborhood residents. Figure 2 presents map of RSE Index. 

Our report refers to census tracts in the two highest priority/disadvantaged quintiles of the RSE 
LƴŘŜȄ ŀǎ άwŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ {ƻŎƛŀƭ 9ǉǳƛǘȅ όw{9ύ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ŀǊŜŀǎΦέ4 In the reference map, maroon identifies 
tracts with the highest level of priority and disadvantage, while brown denotes the second highest 
level; together the tracts in maroon and brown make up the RSE priority areas. 

Analysis of proximity-oriented indicators ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ άŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέ ŀƴŘ άǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴέ ǘƘŜƳŜǎ 
include charts summarizing how the RSE priority areas are doing on the indicator relative to the 
middle and lowest priority areas in the RSE Index. In the reference map, the tracts in the middle 
range (or quintile) of the index are shown in pale yellow. The tracts within the two lowest levels of 
priority/disadvantage are shown in turquoise and blue; when referring to the άlowest priority 
areas,έ we are describing tracts in these two quintiles of the RSE Index. 

The RSE Index was designed as a basic tool that can be used along with other information to 
design programs, assess equity, and prioritize investments based on neighborhoods where RSJI 
priority populations live. The RSE Index complements other mapped indices that the City has 
developed, including the Displacement Risk and the Access to Opportunity indices that were 
originally created to inform the Growth Strategy set forth in the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive 
Plan.5   

άtƭŀŎŜ aŀǘǘŜǊǎ ςDecades of research 
have shown that where you live impacts 
your health and your life 
opportunitiesτincluding your ability to 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦΧ 

Lƴ ŀƴ ŜǉǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΣ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǊŀŎŜΣ 
class, or zip code would no longer 
predict his or her health, success at 
school, or adult income. Place-based 
strategies that make distressed 
neighborhoods more opportunity-rich 
(with high-quality housing, public 
transportation, thriving businesses, 
walkable and safe streets, services, 
retail, etc.) are integral to building an 
equity-ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƳƻŘŜƭΦέ 

 τPolicyLink, !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΩǎ ¢ƻƳƻǊǊƻǿΥ 
Equity is the Superior Growth Model  

https://www.racialequitytools.org/resourcefiles/Equitygrowthmodelpolicylink.pdf
https://www.racialequitytools.org/resourcefiles/Equitygrowthmodelpolicylink.pdf


 

2020 Equitable Development Community Indicators Report               Page | 16 
 

Figure 2 

Race and Social Equity (RSE) Index 

 

 

  

Sources: RSE Index developed by City of Seattle OPCD based on estimates from the 2012-2016 5-year ACS, U.S. Census Bureau; 2014 and 2015 estimates 
published in the U.S. CDCΩs ά500 Cities Project;έ 2011-2015 averages from the Washington Tracking Network, Washington State Dept. of Health; and 
estimates from Public Health ς Seattle & King County. 

Notes: OPCD developed the RSE Index and updates it periodically to inform equitable development efforts and other RSJI-related work at the City. The RSE 
Index map is available as a PDF. The index can also be accessed on ArcGIS Online and SeattleGeoData (open data). Contact: diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov.  

https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/AboutSeattle/Race%20and%20Social%20Equity%20Index%20Map%202018.pdf
https://seattlecitygis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/Minimalist/index.html?appid=764b5d8988574644b61e644e9fbe30d1
http://data-seattlecitygis.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/racial-and-social-equity-composite-index
mailto:diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov
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Using the RSE Index, we assess equity 
across neighborhoods by looking to see if 
the indicators are as favorableτor as 
concerningτfor RSE priority areas as they 
are for other neighborhoods in the city.  

As illustrated in the bottom panel of 
Figure 3, in the neighborhood maps for 
the indicators we use gold cross-hatching 
to identify census tracts in RSE priority 
areas. 

For convenience, we overlay the names 
of Community Reporting Areas on most 
indicator maps to identify general 
neighborhoods.6 

Important considerations for viewing 
and using neighborhood findings 

The patterns found in these 

neighborhood analyses provide important 

insights and allow us to evaluate the 

general equity landscape for each  

indicator. When thinking about 

implications of these analyses, it is also 

important to consider the following.  

¶ Inequities may exist even if RSE priority areas and other areas are found to have equal levels 
of access. RSE priority areas may in fact need higher levels of access given that marginalized 
populations commonly have greater need for services than others. For example, because 
disproportionate shares of marginalized populations are dependent on transit, RSE priority 
areas need higher levels of transit. Furthermore, proximity-based measures tell an incomplete 
story. Things like programming content and hours of operation are also important.  

¶ While the RSE Index and most of the community indicators are summarized at the census tract-
level, it is important to keep in mind that disparities in outcomes also exist within census 
tracts. This is, for example, commonly the case within census tracts that border shorelines; in 
these tracts, affluent residents often tend to live on blocks that are near the water or have 
sweeping views while less affluent residents live on blocks without these amenities.7 

¶ Census tracts vary somewhat in their number of residents and vary a great deal in the amount 
of land they cover. Small census tracts with high-density housing can have as many or more 
people than large tracts with lower-density housing, non-residential zoning, or large parks. 

¶ While marginalized populations make up comparatively large proportions of residents in RSE 
priority areas, marginalized people also reside in neighborhoods outside RSE priority areas. 

¶ Finally, we must be thoughtful in identifying impliŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴ ƭƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ 
displacement processes that have already pushed out marginalized people and that continue 
to place pressure on communities. More context follows on displacement processes and shifts 
in the racial and ethnic makeup of neighborhoods and the city as a whole. 

  

Gold cross-
hatching 

highlights the 
census tracts the 

RSE priority 
areas, which 

correspond with 
the two highest 
quintiles in the 

RSE Index: 

 

Neighborhood-
level analysis of 

community 
indicators 

focuses on how 
the RSE priority 
areas are faring.  

 

 
 

Figure 3 
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Future monitoring reports to include Access to Parks and Open Space 

Along with community centers, libraries, and grocery stores, community members commonly 
mentioned parks when asked what is most important to have within a neighborhood. OPCD and 
Seattle Parks and Recreation are developing a new measure of access to parks and open space 
that will be included in future monitoring. 

Notes on Data Sources Used for the Community Indicators 

Data for the community indicators come from a variety of sources. In selecting sources, we 
prioritized publicly available sources that produce high-quality data likely to be updated on an 
ongoing basis. As noted previously, the data used to analyze the indicators pre-date the COVID-19 
pandemic. 

{ƻƳŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǎǳǊǾŜȅǎ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /Ŝƴǎǳǎ .ǳǊŜŀǳΩǎ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 
Survey, the source we use most), and some tap administrative datasets (e.g., data on public 
transit service or City-run community centers). Some indicators rely on a combination of sources.  

Time periods reflected in the data vary due to several factors including differences in release 
schedules and the data available when we performed the analysis. With some indicators, we 
needed to use data pooled over several years to get the detail required to report findings by 
race/ethnicity and by neighborhood.  

CƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊΣ ǘƘŜ άIƻǿ ²Ŝ aŜŀǎǳǊŜΧέ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ōǊƛŜŦƭȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ Řŀǘŀ ǎƻǳǊŎŜόǎύ 
we used along with basic notes on how we did the analysis. Appendix B provides details on the 
approach we used with the American Community Survey data. 

Appendix C lists sources and provides a preliminary update schedule for all of the Community 
Indicators of Equitable Development. 

Collaboration to Improve and Refine t he Community Indicators 

As previously noted, we will continue to emphasize collaboration and community engagement as 
we work to refine the EDMP. This will include gathering feedback on the usefulness of the 
indicators selected and seeking further input to shape the way we report on the indicators in the 
future.  

While practicality necessitates that we use readily available data for most indicators in the 
monitoring program, such data leave large gaps in understanding. To provide a more complete 
picture, we ǿƛƭƭ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ 95at ŎƻǳƭŘ ƳƻǊŜ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ own 
observations of what is happening in their communities. The importance of integrating andτ 
resourcingτcommunity-based participatory research was one of the most common themes in the 
feedback that community leaders and practitioners provided on designing the monitoring 
program.  

Several City departments including the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) have undertaken or are 
beginning monitoring efforts focused on advancing race and social equity. OPCD will coordinate 
ǿƛǘƘ h/w ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ƭŜǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
sharing data and analysis, we will work together to articulate the intended role of each 
monitoring effort.  

 

 

 



 

2020 Equitable Development Community Indicators Report               Page | 19 
 

Context: Changes in the Racial and Ethnic Composition of Seattle 

and Its Neighborhoods  

This report is designed to furnish insights into the state of equity for existing residents and 
neighborhoods and to provide a baseline for ongoing monitoring. Findings from this report need 
to be interpreted and acted upon with awareness of dramatic shifts that have occurred in the 
racial and ethnic make-up of neighborhoods. 

The population of color in Seattle has grown from comprising roughly one-fourtƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ 
population in 1990 to making up over a third of the population currently, with Asian and 
HƛǎǇŀƴƛŎκ[ŀǘƛƴƻ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƻǳǘǇŀŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΦ 
¢ƘŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ōƻǊƴ has increased, with the number of 
immigrants from Asia and from Africa growing particularly quickly.  

At tƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ .ƭŀŎƪ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
While the share of residents who are people of color has been increasing in much of the city, the 
opposite has been happening in the Central Area and parts of southeast Seattle. In the Central 
Area, Blacks went from being close to 60 percent of the population in 1990 to less than a quarter 
of the population more recently.  This is a continuation of a longer trend that began in the 1970s. 
Many community members we spoke with in these and other areas of the city described ongoing 
or newly intensified displacement pressure associated with increasing housing costs. 

A broader geographic view of recent decades finds that the population of color has grown more 
rapidly in the remainder of King Countyτparticularly in lower-cost areas to the south and 
southeast of Seattleτthan in Seattle itself. This is, in important part, a signal that marginalized 
populations are having difficulty remaining in, and moving to, Seattle.  

As the Equitable Development Monitoring Program moves forward to track changes in the 
community indicators, it will be essential to account for continued displacement pressures and 
shifting demographics. Displacement risk monitoring will provide a greater understanding of 
displacement pressures to help the City better respond to prevent and mitigate displacement.  

Accessing this Report and Ongoing Updates on the EDMP Website 

The 2020 Equitable Development Community Indicators Report is available online on ht/5Ωǎ new 
monitoring website. Reporting on the Indicators of Heightened Displacement Risk is being 
launched simultaneously with the Community Indicators report.  OPCD will update data for both 
sets of indicators on a periodic, ongoing basis. 

Reporting on the Displacement Indicators is presented using a dashboard format. Going forward, 
we are planning to apply a similar format for updating the Community Indicators.  

Along with reporting on the two sets of indicators, the monitoring website links to information on 
neighborhood demographic change to provide context vital for interpreting monitoring findings 
and gauging progress in advancing race and social equity. 

For More Information  

For further information or to make suggestions on the community indicators or the broader 
Equitable Development Monitoring Program, readers can contact Diana Canzoneri, Demographer 
& Strategic Advisor, Office of Planning & Community Development, at 
diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov. 

  

https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/communityindicatorsreport2020.pdf
https://population-and-demographics-seattlecitygis.hub.arcgis.com/pages/indicator-projects
https://population-and-demographics-seattlecitygis.hub.arcgis.com/pages/displacement-risk
mailto:diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov
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COMMUNITY INDICATORS   

 




























































































































































































































